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WIPE - AHEN your Treatiſe, concern- 
ing the Non, jurors Separation 
came abroad, my Curioſity 
88 me take the firſt conveni- 
3 ent Opportunity J could get to 
read 1. 4 had a great Deſire to 
—ſee how a Perſon who had writ 
earheſtly [againſt the Diſſenters about Schiſm, 
would deal with the Non- jurors upon that Head. 
And, to ſay the Truth, 1 was fancying with my 
ſelf before hand, that this new Turn, given to the 
Controverſy about Schiſm, might occaſion your 
more thorough exatnining it; and letting fall, 
perhaps, ſome what or other, that might be for 
my Edification and Comfort, as a Diſſenter. 
How I have gratified my Expectation and profited 
by your Performance, you will perceive by this 
Letter addreſsd to yourſelf, as a thankful Ac- 
knowledgment. 

Tux Quarrel lying ſo intirely among the 
Abetters of Epiſcopacy, I had hopes, the Diſſen- 
ters might have ſtood by as Spectators without 
giving any Offence. But your Preface ſoon 
convinc'd me, your angry Reſentments againſt 
the Diſſenters, who have given you no new 
Proyocation, are not to be forgotten, even when 
| A 2 you 


(4) 
ou are Writing againſt our common Enemies, 
1 ſuch the N. jurors muſt be, if the Eftabliſh'd 
Church ate as true Friends, as the Diſſenters, 
to the proſent Goventnent. — © 

I Saw Fou were angry, when you crowded us 
into a Pmbe With the Papifi, and beſtow'd 
upon us the abuſive Name of Fanatics, and repte- 
ſented us as /zeering at your Folly, and rejoycing 
in your Breaches. However, I reſolvd to keep 
my Temper, and make Allowances for your 
Education in a Party that does not ufe to be over- 
mannerly to their Neighbours, when they difter 
from them. And indeed, conſidering how much 
worſe Treatment we have formerly been forc'd 
to endute, a little opprobrious Language may 
well be born with Patience, and we have great 
| 28g to be thankful to a Good Gop, who re- 
trains our Enemies from going futter. 
Tux Diſſenters are too well known for their 
Charity, to be eaſily thought to rejoyce in Iniquity. 
They are heartily ſorry the Nation ſhould be 
{o divided about the Title of our only Lawful 
and Rightful Sovereign King Gzorx Gt. And 
you, Sir, ate too wiſe an Obſerver of Affairs, 
not to be ſenſible, they have Reaſon, above all 
Men, to be ſorry upon this Account, ſince the 
Conlequences of the Diviſion have fallen heavily 
upon them ; when the Papi, were join'd with 
another Sort of People, who more jultly deſerv'd 
the Name of Fanatics in plundering their Houſes 
and Temples, and a great many, beſides Non-jurors, 
were ſneering at the noble Exploit. The Truth 
is, tho* we are ſorry for the Wickedneſs we lee 
in any Party; yet we cannot but obſerve, and 
admire the wiſe Conduct of Providence; that 
thoſe Gentlemen who were formerly fo eager in 
charging us with Schiſm, and perſecuting us for 
it, ſhould now fall out with one another. upon 
the ſame Head, We hope indifferent Judges 
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(37 
will now look upon the old Clamours againſt us, 
to have proceeded rather from the Temper of 
the Men, than any Deſert on our Part. Beſides, 
we flatter ourſelves, that Gop will by this Means 
give our Adverſaries ſome Light into this Buſi- 
nels of Schiſm, which certainly will do very well 
to accompany the Heat with which they uſe to 
tteat it. And, *tis poſſible, che Juſtice: of our 
Plea, in our own Behalf, may, upon this Occa- 
ſivn, be more eaſily diſcern'd, by thoſe who have 
hitherto been backward to hear any Thing in our 
Favour. Tis likely the Diſſenters have not been 
Stoical enough to forbear ſmiling a little (which 
you call ſneering) at your Conduct. But as the 
Fully of that Conduct is own'd, ſo you know, Sir, 
there is ſomewhat ridiculous in Folly, that is apt 
to move Men of the greateſt Gravity. I make it 
therefore my humble Requeſt, That you will 
hereafter, in Compaſſion to the common Infirmi- 
7 (if it be an Infirmity) of Mankind, forbear in- 
ulting us, if you ſee we are guilty of any Thing 
of this Nacure. a 

Gi vr me leave to take Notice of one Paſſage 
more in your Preface, relating partly to the Diſ- 
ſenters: Tis this; And ba ve we not always told the 
Difſenters, That Schiſm is a moſt damnable Sin? Sure- 
ly therefore tis by no Means an indifferent Thing, 
whether we reſort to the Publick or to the Private 
Aſſemblies, (which do each of them claim the venerable 
Name of the Church of England) for there is aſſuredly 
great Hazard of Salvation on one Side or other. I only 
defire, you would here refle& upon the different 
Manner, in which the Diſſenters and the Non- 
jurors are treated. When the poor Diſſenters are 
to be run down, then Schiſm is a moſt dammable 
Sin: But when the Nom jurors are to be confuted, 
how is the Matter minced ? Ti by no Means an 
indifferent Thing ; and there is aſſuredly great Hazard 


of Salvation on one Side or other. Why all this Ten- 
derneſs 


(6) 
derneſs now in one Caſe rather than the other? 
If Schiſm be what you have told the Diſſenters 'ris, 
Why ſhould it not be the ſame in the Caſe of the 
Nonjuring Schiſmatics ? Why ſhould not they be 
told as plainly. as the Diſſenters, that they are 
guilty of a moſt damnable Sin? I grant your Ex- 
preſſion does not import your being in Doubt 
on which Side the Hazard lies, becaule you after- 
ward charge the Schiſm on the Non-jurors'; yet 
it ſhews you are not over free to ſpeak out in 
their Caſe. Is this equal Dealing, ſuppoſing we 
andthey are both chargeable with Schiſm ? Indeed 
Tenderneſs to the Non-jurors may not be the on- 
ly Cauſe of this. For your Principles muſt una-. 
voidably force you to give up all the Dioceſes of 
the Biſhops that ſucceeded thoſe who were de- 
'priv'd tor Schiſmatics, as long as thoſe deprivd 
| Biſhops liv'd ; fo that tis likely here was ſome- 

what ofa Tenderneſs for the Eſtabliſh'd Church. 
Further; How very ſoft is your Way of ſpeaking 
of cheir Aſſemblies? They are no otherwiſe di- 
ſtinguiſh'd from thoſe of the Pariſh-Churches, 
than as Private Aſſemblies from Publick Ones, each 
of them c/aiming the venerable Name of the Church 
of England. How different does the Stile uſe to 
be, when our Aſſemblies are mention d? Conven- 
ticles, or any other diſgraceful Terms, will ſerve 
well enough upon that Occaſion. Tis eaſy to 
ſee both by the Preface and the Beginning of your 
Treatiſe, the Reaſon of this different Treatment, 
is their Affection to Epiſcopacy and the Common 
Prayer. But can you think we are guilty of a 
greater Crime by being againſt both theſe, ſo 
lar as we are againſt them, than they are in en- 
deavouring to bring in the Pretender? Could 
they have brought him in, wichout entailing Po- 
pery and Slavery upon this Nation, and endan- 
gering the Proteſtant Religion through the whole 
World? And are Liberty, Property, and the — 
teſtan: 
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teſtant Religion of leſs Value than Epiſcopa 
ar the Engliſh Liturgy ? Nay, would not ho 
Succeſs of their Attempt have robb'd you of the 
Liturgy it ſelf? 11 
I Conz now to your Book, in the firſt Chapter 
of which I ſhall only take Notice of one Paſſage, 
which is the great Deſign of the whole Chapter. 
i I think it neceſſary to fix the Scene of this Diſpute (if 
1 may ſo ſpeak) in ſome one particular Dioceſe ; there 
being certainly a conſiderable Diverſity, 1. Between 
the Caſe of the Province of Canterbury and that of 
the Province of York. 2. Between the Caſe of thoſe 
Dioceſes whoſe Biſhops were depriv/d for refuſing the 
Oaths to King William and Queen Mary, and thoſe 
Dioceſes whoſe Biſhops took the ſaid Oaths, and were 
conſequently ſuffer d to continue in their Sees, Where- 
upon you fix on London, the Dioceſe you belong 
to, wherein the Strength of the Non-jurors Com- 
munjon lies. | ITY 
| Now I would not conteſt your fixing the Scene 
of the Diſpute, were it not that I apprehend 
ou haye thereby a little alter d the State of je. 
i ſhall ſubmit my Reaſons to your Judgment. 


I. Tux Dioceſe of London, ſeems to me, too nar- 
row a Scene for this Diſpute, according to your 
own Account of Schiſm, which is the Matter of 
it. You tell us: * Schiſm is a Breach of that Uni- 
on, which ought to be maintain'd in the Chriſtian 
Church or Society. This Definition J have always 
look'd upon to be the moſt exact: But your fix- 
ing London as the Scene, ſeems to be a waving 
the Conſideration of any other than an internal 
Schiſm in that Dioceſe. But is a Chriſtian then, 
who lives in London, oblig'd only to conſider 
how he may maintain the Union of that Dioceſe ? 
Is there not an Union, which that whole Dioceſe 
is to cultivate with others, and a Schiſmatical 
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Breach of which it may be guilty 2 You need not 


be told, how ofren the contrary has been urged 
upon the Diſſenters, who have been charg's With 
Schiſm, not only for breaking the Union of 
Dioceſan and the Catholic Church ; but bkewiſ, 
for breaking the Union which ought to be in the 
National Church. Mens leaving their own par- 
ticular Church was then reckon'd an Irregu- 
larity, but not a Schiſm, if they communicated 


with the National Church. 


II. Tais fixing the Scene of the Diſpute 
does not ſuit your own Account of that Church, 
in which this Schiſm is. For thus in the Begi 
ning of your Book you define the Church, from 
which you afterwards tell us this Separation 
and Schiſm is made: By the Church of Eng- 
land, is meant that Body of Chriſtians (Clergy and 
Laity) who profeſs themſelves «Members of that Com- 
munion, which is 1 . 7 "wo 4 
Government of Biſhops, and by the Uſe of the B 

Common 2 ” that the Schiſm is conſj- 

erd with Relation to this whole National 
Church. Thus likewiſe you ſay in your Pre- 
face : There is undoubtedly a Schiſm between thoſs 
who pretend an equal Affection, and the warmeſt Zeal 
for our Holy «Mother. Who then is this Holy 
e Mother ? Is it the Dioceſe of Landon, or the Pro- 
vince of Canterbury? Is it not plainly the Natio- 
nal Church? Don't you reckon, the whele 
Church of England, conſiſting of both Provinces, 
makes but one Communion ? Is there not there- 
fore a Schiſm from the whole Church, when 
there is a Schiſm from any one Part, Dioceſe 
or Province thereof? Can there be a Schiſm 
in the Province of Canterbury, and the whole 
Church of England not be affected with it? 
That is, Can there be in the Province of Capter- 
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the ſeveral Dioceſes of * Province of Canter- 
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xy oppoſite Societies, renouncing Communion 
9250 each other; and yet both of them he united 
to the Province of York, in order to make upthe 
one Church of England? Every Dioceſe therefore 
in both Provinces muſt neceſſarily be concern d 
in the Schiſm that happens in any Dioceſe of ei- 
ther of them: And the Scene of the Diſpute 
ſhould have been as wide as the National Church. 
A Miſtake in this Matter runs thro' your whole 
Treatiſe, You endeavour to ſhew, How inde- 

ndent Dioceſes may be ſchiſmatically ſeparated 
— one another, without their being either of 
them cut off from the Catholic Church: But 
you never attempt to prove, what you principal- 
y ought, That Dioceſes, which are join'd to- 
gether in one National Communion, may be 
{chiſmatically feparated from each other, and yer 
neither of them be ſeparated from that National 
Communion. 


III. Yovk Scene does not ſuit the Head of 
the Church, the Centre of her Unity, according 
to her Conftitution. The two Provinces make 
one Church, by being join'd together under one 
Prince, the Head of the National Church. There 
can be no other Centre or Principle of National 
Unity beſides the King. But the Narrownelſs of 
your Scene makes you very defective about this 

oint, For you never attempt to make it out, 
That two Biſhops, which acknowledge and ad- 
here each of them to a different Head, can be 
both join'd together in Communion in one Na- 
tional Church. | 


IV. Is the Non-jurors ſhould be ſo complaiſant 
to you as to ſet aſide the Conſideration of the 
Province of York, yet your Scene is too narrow 
for the Province of Canterbury. For do not all 


bury 
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bury make up one Provincial Church ? Are you 
not perſuaded that there ought to be fach an 
Union? How then can there be a Breach in the 


Union of theſe Dioceſes, and yet they all concur 
to make one Provincial Church? / 


V. No x does your Scene ſuit the Archbiſhop 
of Canterbury, the Centre and Principle of the 
Unity of that Provincial Church. Is not the 
Archbiſhop of Canterbury the Head of this Provin- 
cial Church ? Are nor all the Biſhops and Dio- 
ceſes therein one, by being all united to him as 
their Head ? Think you not, that ir ought to be 
ſo? Can then any Biſhop in the Province ſepa- 
rate from the Archbiſhop, and yet continue one 
with him? Or could there be two oppoſite Arch- 
biſhops, Dr. Sancroft, and Dr. Tillotſon, and the 
Biſhops, who adher'd, ſome to one, ſome to the 
other, be in Communion as Members of the ſame 
Provincial Church ? 5 FEES 

Your ſecond Chapter is deſign'd to prove, 
* That Dr. Compton continued rightful Biſhop of 
London to the Day of his Death. You argue he 
did not ceaſe to be Biſhop of London by a volun- 
tary Reſignation ; which I grant : Nor by De- 
privation ; which will be ſpoke to where you 
more expreſly conſider it: Nor by any Forfei- 
ture; and this I ſhall now examine. But you 
ſay, even this cannot be pretended. For, 1. He did 
not forfeit it before the Deprivation of the Non-juring 
Biſhops. This __ from thoſe very Biſhops avowed 
Communion with him, as Biſhop of London, to the 
very Date of their Deprivation. Nor, 2. Did be for- 
feit it after their Deprivation. For what did be ds 
inconſiſtent with the Right to his See? If it were grant- 
ed, that bis having taken the Oaths to King William 
and Queen Mary, and his Allowance of the Alteration 
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of the Liturgy throughout his Dioceſe, were baſe and 
ſinful Compliances ; yet he did not thereby forfeit his 
Epiſcopal Relation to us. For if choſe Actions were 
4 Forfeiture of his See; then bis See was forfeited im- 
r ter the Revolution: Your Inference 
from Practice of the Nonjuring Biſhops is 
too large. It ought to be no more than this, 
that Dr. C. did not, in the Opinion of the Non- 
juring Biſhops at that time, forfeit his See. The 
Nonjuring Biſhops might, in their great Charity, 
hold Communion with him as Biſhop of London 
longer than they ought to have done. And tis 
not their Practice, but the Reaſon of the Thing, 
that muſt determine, whether he had forfeited his 
See, or no. The Non, jurors therefore may eaſily 
anſwer, Dr. Compton forfeited his See, when he was 
guilty of what, according to the Canons of the 
Church, is a Forfeiture. There is 4 Miſtake that 
runs thro' your whole Argument; That you think 
there is no Forfeiture, till there be a Sentence of 
Deprivation. Now certainly, the Forfeiture is 
made as ſoon as a Man is guilty of what deſerves 
the Sentence. I believe this one Argument will 
prove my Aſſertion: A Forfeiture muſt be a Per- 
ſon's own Act, whereas the Sentence is the Act of 
the Judge. A Murderer forfeits his own Life as 
ſoon as he has committed the Murder ; the Judge 
does not forfeit. it for him, when he paſſes Sen- 
tence ; the Sentence being only a Declaration of 
the Forfeiture, which the Murderer himſelf has 
made, according to the Senſe of the Law. And 
unleſs you allow what I ſay, I cannot imagine, 
what Diſtinction you will make between a De- 
privation, and a Forfeiture, | 
PERRHAHS I may beſt ſatisſie you, that your 
Argument will not hold, by applying it to prove 
ſomewhac you diſlike. For Inſtance ; we all a- 
gree in charging the Church of Rome with Schilm; 
and ſay the Communion of her Biſhops is tobe 
FI | Es avoidgd 
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avoided as Schiſmatical. But how eaſy is it for 
a Romaniſt, to uſe your Way of arguing, to prove 
the contrary ? If the popiſh Biſhops by their 
Schiſm forfeited their Right to their Dioceſes, 
and to the Obedience of Chriſtians who belong'd 
to them, they forfeited it either before, or after 
the Reformation : Not before the Reformation for 
till the very Reformation, the Perſons, who were 
afterward Proteſtant Biſhops, held Communion 
with them; not after the Reformation, for what 
did they after it, which they did not before, when 
your own Biſhops held Communion with them, 
or that was inconſiſtent with their Right to their 
Sees? &c. But if it will be leſs offenſive to you, 
Iwill apply your Argument to the Caſe of the 
Miniſters ejected in 1662. If theſe Miniſters, 
ſay I, forfeited their Livings, they muſt do it ei- 
ther before or after Bartholomew-day : Not before, 
becauſe ſeveral of your own Biſhops held Coni- 
munion with them till that very Day; not after, 
for what did they after, that they did not before, 
or that was inconſiſtent with their Right to their 
Livings ? 

FUR T HER, tho' your Argument may ſeem 
very ſubtil, yet I fear, ir will hardly convince 
the Now-jurors. For when they pretend Dr. C. 
forfeited his See by Schiſm, may they not well be 
ſuppos'd to ſay, the Schiſm was not fully form'd 
before the actual Deprivation of the Biſhops? 
And may they not give a plauſible Reaſon at 
leaſt for the Non-jurors continuing in Commu- 
nion with thoſe that took the Oaths till that 
time? Till the Deprivation, Dr. Sancroft, and 
the reſt of the Non-juring Biſhops, may be ſup- 
pos'd to have been waiting for an Opportunity 
of proceeding againſt Dr. Compton, from which 
they were hinder'd by the State of publick Af 
fairs; and fo they continued Communion with 
hen, as the Church does with” notorious 1 

| ers, 
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ders, till their Proceſs is finiſh'd, and they are 
judicially excommunicated. But at the Depri- 
vation the Caſe is quite alter'd, and the Commu- 
nion is actually broken. There is then ſome new 
Guilt on one or the other Side, that breaks the 
Communion at the very [Deprivation ; and if it 
lies on Dr. Compton's Side, he may, notwithſtand- 
ing = Argument, at the Deprivation forfeit 
his See. | 


Ox again, Dr. Sacreft, and choſe of his Side, 


might poſſibly think the taking of the Oaths to 
King William and Queen Mary was not ſuch a 


Sin as ſhould immediately make them break Com- 
munion with Dr. Compton. They might apprehend 
too, that to inſiſt ſo rigorouſly upon the Canons 


of the Church was at that time unſeaſonable; 


and conſidering what Hand they had in the 
Prince of Oranges coming over, this may not 


ſeem improbable. Now this will juſtify, or at 


leaſt excuſe their holding Communion with Dr. 
Compton, till the Deprivation. But the Caſe then 
becomes intirely different: The Queſtion is not 
any longer, whether Dr. Compton's taking the 
Oaths is ſo great a Sin as ſhould make Dr. San- 
croft avoid his Communion ? But whether Dr. 


Sancroft's not taking the Oaths is ſuch a grievous - 


Sin, that tis become lawful for Dr. Compton to 
break Communion with him, and join with an 
oppoſite Archbiſhop, ſet up in his Room? Before 
the Deprivation, the Biſhops might each enjoy 
his own Opinion without breaking Communion ; 
but then the Schiſm was form'd by Dr. Compton's 
leaving the Communion of the Biſhops, which 
the Non-jarors ſay, and you in your Argument 


allow, were unjuſtly depriv'd. And indeed Dr. - 


Compton muſt be conſider d in his relation to the 
Provincial Church of Canterbury; and the Que- 
ſtion is, Which were the Rightful Biſhops of that 
Provincial Church after the Deprivation? * 

1 
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(14) 
if Dr. Sancroft and his Party were the Biſhops of 
that provincial Church, then Dr. Compton forteit- 
ed his being a Biſhop of that provincial Church ; 
unleſs he could at the ſame time be a Biſhop of 
two oppoſite provincial Churches in the fame 
Province. 

Yov next proceed to prove, Dr. Compton did 
not forfeit his Dioceſe by * maintaining Communion 
with thoſe Biſhops, who were placed in the Sees 1 
deprived ones. And here you make them Three 
as large Conceſſions, as they can well deſire. 
+ 1. That the late Revolution was utterly uniuſtifi- 
able, and that the Settlement conſequent upon it was 
utterly null. 2. That the Biſhops who were depriv'd 
for not [ſubmitting to it were Confeſſors for their Re- 
fuſal; and that thoſe Biſhops who were placed in their 
Sees were ſchiſmatical Intruders. 3. That Dr. Comp- 
ton, then Biſhop of London, was guilty of Schiſm in 
maintaining Communion with tho ſchiſmatical In- 
truders. 

IJDousr not the Non, jurors will give you a great 
many Thanks for theſe Conceſſions, and think 
you have ſhorten d the Controverſy with a witneſs. 
But I am very much miſtaken, if the whole 
Bench of Biſhops will reckon themſelves much 
oblig'd to you, for giving them up as a Parcel of 
Schiſmatics. I am very ſure the Government 
have no Reaſon to take it kindly of you, to leave 
them thus in the lurch. For tis evident, you 
don't attempt to make the Government one 
Friend more than it has already. The Deſign of 
your Conc:iiions and all your arguing upon them, 
is to ſtrengthen your Church by the Addition of 
thoſe whom you allow to continue Enemies to 


the Government. This I apprehend is a real 
Diſſervice 
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Diſſervice to the GovzrwwsN t, tho' I do not 


charge you with any ſuch Intentions. Certain- 
ly the Enemies of our preſent happy State, who 


lurk in the Church, are much more dangerous 
than the Non- jurors, who profeſs their Principles, 
and may be more eaſily watch'd, and kept from 
doing Miſchief. Beſides, tho* you pretend to 
make theſe Conceſſions to ſhorten the Controverſy ; 
yet the Reader muſt be very careleſs, who does 
not ſee, you don't herein act upon that ſingle 
Conſideration. Half theſe Conceſſions appear, 
by what you ſay afterward, to be no other than 
your own ſettled Principles. The latter Half of 
your ſecond Conceflion, That thoſe Biſhops who 
were plac'd in their | the deprived Biſhops ] Sees, 
were ſchiſmatical Intruders, muſt be your own 
Judgment, becauſe you affirm ; * That till a Bi- 
ſhop is depos d by @ proper Fudicature, he no more 
ceaſes to be Biſhop of his See by being guilty of the 
Schiſm of Co-ordination, than he ceaſes to be Biſhop 
of his See, by being a Drunkard, or guilty of any 
other enormous Vice. That is, he never ceaſes to 
be Biſhop of his Dioceſe for any Crime, till he 
is depos'd by a proper Judicature ; and juſt be- 
fore you let us know, you take a Synod to be the 
proper Judicature. So that ſince the Non-juring 
Biſhops were never depos'd by a Synod, they 


did not ceaſe to be Biſhops of their Sees, and 


they who came in their Room were, according 
to your own, as well as the Nen, jurors Principles, 
ſchiſmatical Intruders. And hence twill follow, 
that your third Conceſſion is likewiſe your own 
Opinion, That Dr. Compton, then Biſhop of Lon- 
don, was guilty of Schiſm in maintaining Communi- 
on with thoſe Pere ny Intruders. ow, 1s it 
not natural for a Man to ſuſpect, that as *tis 
evident one Half of the Conceſſions you pre- 


tend 
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tend to make to ſhorten the Controverſy, are no 
other than your own Sentiments; ſo the other 
Half may very poſſibly be ſo too. I am con- 
fident the N- jurort will underſtand you fo, 
and think you agree with them in their grand 
Principle, That the Revolution was utterly unjuſtifi- 
able, and the Settlement conſequent upon it null ; and 

that the Biſhops who were depri d for nat ſubmitti 
to it, were Confeſſors for their Re: They will 
be apt to think, you ſalve your Submiſſion to the 
Preſent Government by the Help of ſome ſuch 
ſubtil Evaſion, as you would have them uſe in 
ſubmitting to one, whom they eſteem a ſchiſ- 
matical Biſhop. You know, Sir, how apt they 
are to give an invidious Turn to any Thing, and 
it can do you no Hurt to guard againſt ſuch a 
Charge, which to. ſay the Truth, your Words, 
as they now lie, give too much Occaſion for, 
till Ip clear yourſelf by an expreſs Declaration 
of the contrary ; and that is ſoon made, without 
any great matter of Trouble. Ss © 
HA ING made theſe Conceſſions; you add, 
T dare ſay, theſe Conceſſions will be eſteem'd large enough 
o Conſcience : Doubtleſs they will; I don't ſup- 
page the Non-jurors will deſire more. And I bid the 
onjurors heartily welcome to all the advantages they 
can draw from them. The Prudence of this Expret- 
ſion, may perhaps deſerve your ſecond Thoughts. 
You can't but be ſenſible, that your Way ot Ar- 
ing, after you have made theſe Conceſſions, 
is wonderfully nice and fine ; and tho you may 
be fully perſuaded, as I doubt not you are, that 
tis juſt and clear; yet where there is ſo much 
Nicety in the Argument, a ſmall Flaw, that will 
ſpoil it, may flip a Man's Obſervation ; and it 
would poſſibly have been time enough to bid your 
Adverſaries welcome to all the Advantages they 
can draw from your Conceſſions, when upon 
Trial you ſhould have found what they were. _ 
. really 


"(pry 


really the Rzvbrutian; arid conſequent Siam/us” 
mur nate to conſũerable for you ro gireuthens 
up to the Ny jureni in ur nice-Eonceſtinns 
wichbvt making a Refernxifor —— afzer juſtify- 
ing chem in caſe your Cauſe fucukl aer do- 
ing ſo. But you go oni: | 
r Lal contend, cler ebe afoiaful Dr. Goonpedly 
contitined our Biſhop enteo an that xy 
ſuppoſed) Srhiſmatical Communion with the ( 6 
c biſmatical Intiuders, | wat fc 8 . == 
2275 th his Ste. For che clearing chis Aſſertion, 
you telb us: There is @ wide Difference btrween rhe 
Schifni af Co: ordinatian, and the Sthiſm of Subur dina- 
non. Dr. Compron's Schiſmg you tay,/was'only of 
Co-ordination; that i; a Breach of that Peace he 
to have maintain'd with his Colleagues, 
who were his Equals. Now this I take to be 4 
Miſtake. Dr. Compton was rather what you call 
a Schiſm of Sahotdination, it being between a Supe» 
rior and an Infetior. According to the Conſti- 
tution of the Church f England, an Archbiſhop 
is ſuperior to all the Biſhops in his Province; and 
unleſs he were ſo, I cant underſtand how the 
whole Province would make one Church. Nay, 
he has a Power over all the Biſhops in his Pro- 
vince. The Author of The Clergy Mun's' Vade 
eMecum, ſays, * He has a Power of Vilicing 
2 ind Cenſuring all other Biſhops wichin his Pro- 
„ vince. *Tis lately diſputed, Werber he can 
proceed to a Sentence of Deprivation or not ot? 
© But yet we have ſeen ſuch a Sentenoe take 
* Effet.” [ He means, I ſuppoſe, the Caſe of 
Biſhop Watſon, depriv'd 'by Archbiſhop Teniſon. ) 
2 * Upon -N. he appoints Coadjutors to 
© other. Biſhops, if they grow infirm or' diſabled; 
* —— To him, in his Court of eArches, lie Ap- 
« ARR from che Courts of all other Biſhops, and 
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&, Archdeacons within his Province. “ He 
may ſuſpend any Biſnop from Ordaining for two 
ears together upon his giving Orders contrary 
to the Laws of the Church. f He may reſtrain 
the Number of Apparitors in any Dioceſe; 
and in many Caſes a Biſhop has not a Power to 
abſolve a Perſon belonging to his Dioceſe, but 
the Abſolution of the Archbiſhop is neceſſary. 
Nay, every Biſhop, at his Conſecration, profeſſes 
and promiſes upon Oath all due Obedience and 
Reverence, to the Archbiſhop; and the Metro- 
political Church of N. and to their Succeſſors. 
And as to the Biſhop of London in particular, 
he is the Archbiſhop of Canterbury's Provincial 
Dean. So that there is a vaſt Difference between 

this Caſe and that of Independent Churches, 
which have no Relation one to another, but as 
they ſtand in a common Relation to the Catho- 
lic Church, and Chriſt the Head of it. 
+ Now a Biſhop's being guilty of the Schiſm of Co-or- 
dination, is by no means a Forfeiture of his See, any 
more than the Drunkenneſs, or Injuſtice, or other ſinful 
Att or Habit of a Biſhop, is a Forfeiture of it. I gram, 
that the Schiſm of Co-ordination may be moſt juſtly (and 
ought to be in ſome Caſes) the Ground of a Biſhop's De- 
privation by Synodical Cenſure ; and ſo may his Drun- 
kenneſs, Injuſtice, or any other ſcandalous Crime. But 
J affirm, that till a Biſhop is depoſed by a proper Fu- 
dicature, he no more' ceaſes to be Biſhop of his See by 
being. guilty of the Schiſm of | Co-ordination, than! ht 
ceaſes to be Biſhop of bis See by being a Drunkard, or 
being guilty of any other enormous Vice. For which 
Way can the Schiſm of Co-ordination diſſolve the Rela- 
tion between a'Biſhop and his. Dioceſe? I beg leave 
to make a few Remarks upon this Paſſage. 


p 


I. TurxE 
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Ano bony? s dum vdz z sone leon 
+ LriEurk x are two! Aﬀecrtions in it, which 
ſtand a littię too near:to.one anothes, canſidering 
how igconliftert they! ſeem to be. I meantheſe 
two g Tbas #Biſbop's bring guilty of rhe Schi ſin f Co- 
andini tion ts Ann mel a) Forfeiture ofrbis ger; and: 
That it may bt moſs. juſtly {and: oagbt indeed to be in 
lem Caſes) tbe Groung f Biſkup's Deprivation by! 
Snodical Quſure. Certainly, according to What 
Lobſery d beforę, whiltever'ts moſt: jwfthyithe Ground) 
of a Biſhop's Deprivation muſt amount to a Forſei- 
ture gf his See. A Synodical Cenſure is ho For- 
faicures }(1f twere, t Would be always fo ;-where-! 
as if che Cenſure be cauſeleſs, there is no Forſei- 
ture @ All. H.] Rↄq̃uany were the Deptivations 
by Synodical Cenſure during the Alan Con- 
trover ly Noknd yet no Man of any Side will 
think the Bifhops, Who were thus depriv'd, had 


always ſorfeited their Sees. 
acid none 4.212. No f 
II. Lo produce not any | Reaſon for your 
lay ing ſo great a Streſs upon a Sy nodical Cenſure. 
"Tis not unlikely, the Non- jurors, againſt whom 
ou are: arguing, may allow much of this Power. 
ut if che thing be conſider d in its own: Nature, 
can you aſſert an abſolute Neceſſity of their Con- 
curtrence? Muſt not the lodging this Power in 
Sy nods be the Reſult of Prudence rather than 
any Right which Synods could claim ? Sy nods 
were looł d upon as indifferent Judges, to whom 
contending Parties might leave the Deciſion of 
their Quatrels. But if the Judgment of a Sy nod 
be ſo abſolutely neceſſary, by a Right antecedent 
to the Agreement of Chui ches; I would fain 
know, by what Rule, antecedent to that Agree- 
ment, the Synods which axe to have this Power 
are to be form'd. I take it for granted, that tho 
— allow this Power co Oecumenical Synods, yet 
ere you mean no other than National or 5 
46m 2 vincial 


Py 
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vincial Synods. But why muſt a Synod confift 
only of the Bifhops:of A Narbn or a /Provinck ? 
Why has not the Biſhop of anorher "Provincey if 
he can be preſent, as much Right vo ute as! why: 
Biſhop of chat Province ? If the Right» of Synode 
is prior ta an Compact of Churches and al Bi- 
ſhops are equal, and each ſupreme and independent 
in his Dioceſe, the Conſequence muste he? that 
che Right of voting, ebncetning a Biſhop, muſſ. 
equally belong to all the Biſhops in cen 1 
501 8-09 anom um stine A rech io 

III. d r ſeems ſtrange to ms that nothing ſhould 
be thought capable of diffolving a Biſhop's Relation 
to his Flock; during his Life, withouc a formal 
Reſignation, or a Synodical Cenſure. I ſhould 
think a Biſhop, by notoriouſly renouncing Chri- 
ſlianity, was anciently teckond to depoſs lumſelf; 
withqut either of thoſe things; tho 'your Way 
ol expreſſing your ſelf hardly leaves rom ſor you 
to allow this. The Relation between a Biſhop 
and his particular Plock, is founded upon a Con- 
tract; and certainh then he may be guilty of ſuch 
an eſſential Violation of xhe Contract as ſhall diſ- 
ſolve the Relation, What Reaſon is there, why 
it ſhould not be in this as well as other Relations, 
which have the like Foundation? Tis not unlike- 
ly, char ſome; at leaſt, in che ancient Times might 

tſake the Communion of their Bifhop upon 
his becoming notoriouſly wicked : But was thero 
ever any Cenſure paſt upon ſuch by any Synod, 
when they judg'd the Biſhop's Wickedneſs amoun- 
ted to a Forfeiture, or deferv'd Deprivation? F 
en that ever I met with any ſuch In- 


IV. Turs Doctrine of yours (as I obſerv'd be- 
fore) aſſerts the Right of the Nonjuring Biſhops 
10 their Sees after their Deprivation, (for they 
were never depos d by Synodical Cenſure) _ 

| 8 makes 


makes their Agel en Incriideps.! 
And 15 is nee g lenger a bare Conceſſion, bur 
maſt eget ae? as your certain and avowed? 
Principle ety is ſüch a notorlous ſty ing in 
the Pate 2 dre Gerede, thac- F cannot buy 
think Prudence a 'you"forbear” the like 
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4 — Heart!” 1 
Fe 72 dre that is ill 
bo ve” Gente, 55 
e 451 7 op 2 e It n in 
Na d 10 in the Beg inning: 
e % Reign contimeeh6 Rig Rite gre 
Wie hi Dep Veför rhiey 
never * by a proper} HIER, a indeed: 
there was no Synod held 'cll ſeveral Years after 
th heir” Depri 51050 ind ſo the Proceftane T Biſheps 
who were put. in ehre Places of thoſe'popiſh ger 
ptiv'd” ones, were ſchiſmatical Intruders; 
you have in your great Reſpect to the Church ef 
England, as 225 made her Sehiftnaticat from 
her very Original. And this Cafe; 'you muſt 
on, feach'd to both Provinces. Al the Four 
Biſhops" of the Province of fk 'Wers thus de- 
priv'd, and ſo that became an intirely Schiſmati- 
cal Province; and no Teſs than 'Bovrteen of the 
Biſhops of the Province of Canterbury wete in the 
ſame Caſe. I am glad, Sir, you did get live in 
Queen Elizabeth's 570 pub fn your Doctrine, 
which might have created you a great deal of 
Trotwble ; for ſhe was th touchy te ro bare born 
i pariencly. | | 


f VI. WIL you vidaſe to n how 1 
this Dockrine of yours will involve in the Gaiſt 


pF Sebifin in Arctibrſhop eAbbot's Caſe? He Was 
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might have done. So that es to your 
own Doctrine, Laud, the Biſhop of Bath and, 
Welli, and the Biſhops of London, \ Durham, Ro- 
cheſter, and Oxford, were all Schi N in- 
vading the Authority of the Archbiſhop, who 
was not Synodically depos d. And, which per- 
haps may be worſe than all the reſt, King Charla 
the Martyr muſt himſelf become a Schiſmatic 


% 


for granting the Commiſſioůo n. 


VII. Tars Doctrine of yours will make ſad; * 
Work in your Church, by bringing in, one of the 
Biſhops of the Province of | York, viz, Durham, 
and two of the Province of Canterbury, I mean, 
the late Biſhop: of Rocheſter, and one of the de- 
priv'd Biſhops, the Biſhop of Peterborough, into 
a Schiſm. They all of them invaded the Autho- 
rity of the late Biſhop of London in governing 
his Dioceſe, and particularly in degrading Mr. 
Samuel Fobnſon; though his Lordſhip had no Sy- 
nodical Cenſure paſs'd upon him. So that for 
ought I ſee, the Anti-Biſhops of Peterborough muſt 
have been both of them Schiſmatical. 15 
VIII. Twrrr be impoſſible, according to 
this Doctrine, that a Biſhop, whom the King of 
England favours, ſhould forteit his See by any 
Wickedneſs whatſoever. You. ſay, no Biſhop 
can be depriv'd but by a Synod: But according, 
to the Conſtitution of the Church of | England, 
no 


(23) 
no Synod can a& but by the King's Licence: 
Let him then but Countenance the Biſhop, and 
not allow the Synod to act, and he ſhall keep in 
the Biſhop as Rightful Biſhop of the See, let him 
turn what he will, a Heathen, a Turk, or a Jew - 
Had ſuch Doctrine been publiſt'd anciently, there 
would have been leſs Danger in it to the Chriſtian 
Church; but in our ſtate of Affairs 'tis moſt per- 
nicious. When the Judging of Biſhops was re- 
ſerv'd anciently to Synods, no Matter could long 
remain undecided, nor-could the . Church lon 
receive Damage by a wicked Bifhop ; becaale 
Synods were then in moſt places held at leaſt 
twice a Year; whereas perhaps tis a Queſtion 
whether our Engliſh Clergy are ever like to be 
in ſo good a Temper, as that it ſhould be advi- 
ſeable to let them fit again. | 07 £2 42418 VOY 
I Tuixx, what I have ſaid will ſufficiently 
ſhew the Compariſons you have here uſed, do not 
come home to the Caſe; I therefore paſs them 
over, and 8 to your third Chapter. Here 
you have ſaid a great deal to ſtop the Pretended 
Contagion of Schiſm. I ſhall only take notice of 
one or two Places, where I think you miſtake the 
Caſe, about which you are arguing. wy 
Tavs then you are pleas'd to reaſon: * If 
the Inferior Clergy or Laity be guilty of the. Schiſm of 
Subordination by withdrawing themſelves from their 
Biſhop's Obedience, by renouncing Communion with him, 
by gathering Congregations in Oppoſition to him, 7 
ahſtructing or hindering his «Adminiſtration, or the 
like; the Unity of the Dioceſe is broken, by ſuch 
Perſons receding from the Biſhop, who is the Centre 
or Principle of it. But which way does 4 Biſhop's be- 
ing guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordination make his 
own Flock recede from the Principle or Centre of Unity? 
bt abs | _  Thoogh 
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Though be is a: Principle or Ceptre of Unity to they 
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with reſpect to. the Government of bis wn Reid; 


S » 


zer be is not @ Principle or Centre of Unity to them, 


with reſpett to other Difritts, with che 44 dminifration 
and Government of which they have no concern. Chriſti. 
ans are united to Chriſt, and to one another, by Virtae 
of their Rapriſm ; ami 7 long as our Baptiſmal Co- 
wenant remains firm and good, we certainly retain a 
Relation to Chriſt our Head; and to all our Fellow 
Members. in other Dioceſes, how quarrelſome ſoever our 
own Biſhop may prove to the Biſhops of nei bbouring Sees, 
Tis indeed reafonable to allow, That a Schiſm 
between independent Bi * and Churches does 
10t prove, that one or t other of them muſt ne- 
ceſſarily be out of the Catholic Church. Nor 
dol ſee what Anſwer can be given to the Reaſon 
you alledge to prove it; viz. That both Sides in 
th: Schiſm may remain united to Chriſt the Head 
of the Catholic Church. But however I like 
your Diſcourſe in other reſpects; yet I can't but 
tell you, I think it does not eome home to the 
Non jurors Cale. The Queſtion, as J conceive, 
is concerning ?a Schiſm not from the Catholic, 
but from a National or Provincial Church, In- 
dependent Churches, between whom there is a 
Schiſm, may both be one with the Catholic 
Church, becauſe they may both hold the ſame 
Head of it 5 but if one of them denies CHRIS 
qt 


the Head of ti 


he Church, you muſt own ſhe cat 
belong to the Catholic Church. Juſt ſo, - I ſay, 
the Archbiſhop of Canterbury is the Head of the 
ers Church, the Principle and Centre of 

rovincial Unity ; and therefore a Biſhop of that 
Province, who diſowns the rightful Archbiſhop 
breaks the Unity of the Provincial Church ; and 
ſo do they who join with him. And a Parochial 
Miniſter may as well maintain the Dioceſan Uni- 
ty, while he diſowns his own Biſhop ; or a Pa- 
riſhioner may as well maintain the Dioe 


—— 


Unity, 
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Unity, while he joins with a Miniſter who diſ- 
owns his Biſhop ; as a Biſhop can maintain the 
Provincial Unity, while he difowns his proper 
Metropolitan, I may likewiſe reſemble this by 
Civil Matters, as you do in the latter End of the 
foregoing) Chapter. Lis poſſible two diſtinſt Cor- 
porations may earneſtly contend and quarrel a- 
bout their Rights and Privileges, and other Per- 
ſons may correſpond with, or aid and aſſiſt either 
Side, without any Breach of the National Unity; 
becauſe they may at the ſame Time on both 


Sides inviolably preſerve their Allegiance to their 


Prince; but in Caſe one Side renounces their Al- 
legiance to their Prince, the Principle and Cen- 
tre of National Unity, and declares for another 
Pretender, all that then join with them, aid or 
aſſiſt them, undoubtedly break the National Uni- 

In like Manner, is every One guilty of 
breaking the Provincial Unity, who joins with 
a Biſhop, who diſowns his rightful Archbiſhop, 
the Centre of that Unity, and joins with an op- 
poſite Archbiſhop. And I think what you ſay 
in the latter End of this Chapter is very remarka- 
ble. * I confeſs, if thoſe that continued in Communi- 
on with Dr. Compton were thereby oblig d, by ſome 


explicit or implicit Action or Declaration to acknow- 


ledge the intruding Dr. Moore for Biſhop of Nor- 


wich: Or, if the Publick eAſſemblies of the Church 


of England, in the Dioceſe of London, were held in 
Oppoſition to Dr, Lloyd's eAuthority, and in Defiance 
of bis Right to the See of Norwich, or the like ; then 
the Caſe had been wery different. I ſuppoſe, when 
you ſay, the Caſe bad been wery different, you mean, 
they had been then guilty of Schiſm. Now, Sir, 
if you will oblige me and the Non- jurors ſo far as 
to read over this Paſſage again, with only cheſs 
ma 
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ſmall Akerations, putting Dr. Tillotſon inſtead of 
Dr. «Moore ; Dr. Sancroft inſtead of Dr. Llod; 
and Archbiſhop of Canterbury inſtead of Biſhop 
of Norwich; you will ſee the Caſe is as diffe- 
rent as can be : And you muſt confeſs, That thoſe 
who continued in Communion with Dr. Compton, 
were thereby oblig d, by ſome explicit or _— Acti- 
on or Declaration to acknowledge Dr. Tillotſon for 
eArchbiſhop of Canterbury ; and that the Publick 
eAſſemblies of the Church of England, in the Dioceſe 
of London, were held in Oppoſition to Dr. Sancroft's 
eAuthority, and in Defiance to his Right to the See of 
Canterbury. I ſuppoſe, you will oblige the Non- 
Jurors as well as me, by informing us, how you 
can in this Caſe clear the Dioceſe of London of 
the Guile of Schiſm, according to your own 
Principles. Y 
BETORE I proceed to your next Chapter, 
ive me leave to obſerve to you, how well 
pleas d we Diſſenters are with much of your Diſ- 
courſe. For my own Part, I ſhould not only 
thank you for it; but the Non-jurors for being 
the Occaſion of it, if I apprehended it was out of 
Kindneſs to us. ey» 


I. Your Diſcourſe will ſerve for a Sort of 
Index expurgatorius to Abundance of your Wrt- 
ters againſt us. You, Sir, are too well-vers'd in 
our Controverſy, to need my telling you, what 
a deal of Pains has been taken to prove we can- 
not poflibly be any Part of the Catholic Church, 
becauſe we are ſeparated from a true Part of it. 
IJ his Argument has been manag'd with much 
Mecaphy ſical Nicety ; and the Gemlemen who 
uſed it, ſeem'd to triumph in it as a perfect De- 
monſtration. The Catholic Church, ſay they, 
is one Body; the various Members of which it 
conſiſts are all join'd to one another, and ſo form 
cne Body; whoever therefore is ſeparated from 
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any one true Part of the Church, is certainly cut 
off from the whole Body. But I hope, we ſhall 
never more be dunn'd with any of this Folly, 
ſince you ſo frankly acknowledge there may be a 
Schiſm, where both Sides remain in the Catholic 
Church, by Virtue of their being united to 
Cunisr the Head of it. Nay you are pleas'd to 
rally the Gentlemen who have talk'd after this 
wild rate. + How often, ſay you, bave we been 
told, That in the Primitive Times twas held for 4 
Maxim, That he who was a Schiſmatic from one 
Sound Branch or Part of the Chriſtian Church as e- 
ſteem d a Schiſmatic from the whole Chriſtian Church, 
and was conſequently deny'd Communion with the Cbri- 
ftian Church, and ſhut quite out of it? And what 
frange Inferences have been drawn from thence, &c? 
{ hope all Writings of chis Sort ſhail henceforth - 
paſs for waſte Paper. 


II. Ado ru xr Point we gain by your Diſ- 
courſe is, That we are not to be charg'd with 
Schiſm for ſeparating from the National Church, 
but only for ſeparating from the Dioceſan Church 
wherein we dwell. If every Dioceſe is ſuch an 
Independent Church, as your Argument repre- 
ſents it, this muſt be the Conſequence. Now 
this will put an End to a great many Clamours, 
which have been rais'd againſt us, 


HI. Lo v offer very fair to ſatisfy the Diſſen- 
ters, there is no other than a Schiſm of Co or- 
dination between them, and the Dioceſan Chur- 
ches. For not to mention their being convinc'd, 
upon great Evidence, that Presbyters and Bi- 
ſhops are equal; they can't ſee how the Secular 
Powers nominating a: Perſon, and ordering his 
Conlecration, ſhould make him ſuperior to lis 
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Brethren in Eccleſiaſtical Affairs; eſpecially 
ſince, as you know very well, all Biſhops who 
were promoted this Way were to be depos d, 
and thoſe who communicated with them were to 
be excommunicated, according to the F Apo 
lical Canons, which Bp, Beveridge pretends, are 
very ancient. LY 


IV.'T 15s poflible the Diſſenters may by this 
means clear themſelves, and leave the Charge of 
Schiſm wholly upon their Co-ordinates or Equals. 

For if the Prelates can't be provd to have any 
Right to that ſpiritual Superiority they pretend 
to, little can be ſaid, either to clear them of the 
Guilt of Schiſm, or to'fix the Charge of it upon 
the Miniſters ejected. For if they were their 
Equals in their Paſtoral Relation to their Flocks 
what was there in their Conduct that render 
them Schiſmatical ? How could their not ſubſcri- 
bing (even ſuppoſing they might lawfully have 
done it) forfeit their Paſtoral Power ? Or by what 
Right did the Prelates inſiſt upon ſuch Terms of 
Communion with their Equals? To which I 
might add; they retain'd, for ought I ſee, their 
Right afterward, ſince they were never depriv d 
but by a Civil Power, which I ſuppoſe, you will 
hardly allow to be a proper Judicature. 

Co z nowtoyour fourth Chapter, the Title 
of which is, * Whether the Fathers of the Three firſt 
Centuries had any ſuch Notion of the Contagion of 
Schiſm, as has been of late advanc d. And here you 
have not done yourſelf a greater Kindneſs than 
you have us, by confining your Enquiries to the 
three firſt Centuries. You are ſenſible, how unmer- 
cifully we have been run down with the Cry of An- 
tiquity, and what large and pompous Collections 

have 
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quity, that made ſuch a Noiſe, was many times 
of ſe doubtful and uncertain a Sound, that twas 
not eaſy to know what was meant by it. We 
have been paid off with the Authorities of the 
Fourth and Fifth, and ſo on down to the Eleventh 
and Twelfth Centuries. We thought it a little 
hard to be forc'd to take ſo large a Compaſs in or- 
der to defend ourſelves ; And indeed, we muſt 
own, you had many Authorities in theſe Ages, 
eſpecially the lateſt of chem, on your Side. Bur 
you, Sir, we thank yon, have reducd the Anti- 
quity, that is worth diſputing about, to a tole- 
rable Size, and a Man need not fear to ſet about 
examining it. The only Antiquity you ſeem to 
allow any Authority to, is comprehended in the 
three firſt Ages. Thus when you appeal tothem, 
you ſay, * Thoſe, I hope, will be thought ſufficient ; 


And again; + 'Tis needleſs to examine the Practice of 


after Ages. Now this cuts off, at once, all the 
Authorities which are brought from after-Ages, 
as of no conſequence in a Religious Controverly ; 
and ſo it may be of ſingular Uſe to ſhorten the Diſ⸗ 
pute, and eaſe Writers on both Sides. For this 
brings, in a manner, all the Diſpute about Anti- 
quity into the narrow Compaſs of TWO Hundred 
Years. For as St. Jobn livd beyond the End of 
the Firſt Century, and we have no Diſpute about 
the Authority of that Antiquity which is Apoſto- 
lical; ſo your Writers uſe to produce very little 
againſt us from the Genuine Writings of his Co- 
temporaries, I mean Clement, Barnabas and Her- 
mas. And indeed we pinch you as cloſe with the 
Teſtimonies of the firſt of theſe and of the Ho- 
ly Scriptures, as you do us ſometimes with thoſe 
of the Fourth and following Centuries. Now 
this Reduction of Antiquity I thould have eſteem'd 
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have been made out of it againſt us. But this Anti- 
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a great Favour; but you are not content wichout 
going further, and retrenching half a Century 


more; which, I aſſure you, exceedingly adds to 


the Obligation. I was extreamly pleas d to find 
you cut off, at once, the Authority of Cyprian 
that rigid Pattern, as you call him, of Eccleſiaſtical 
Diſcipline ; who uſed to make a great Figure, I 
promiſe you, in your controverſial Writers, and 
eſpecially ſome who were moſt noiſy in their Cla- 
mours about Schiſm. But here you ſpeak out 


plainly, telling us, Sr. Cyprian was by no means 


infallible ; that his great Error about the Baptiſm of 
Heretics is notorious; That "tis certain, he did not 
either reaſon or think clearly upon the Nature of the 
Church. But the nobleſt Paſſage of all is; Nor 
indeed ſhall I ever be afraid or aſhamed to diſſent from 
St. Cyprian, FI bave Scripture and Reaſon, or either 
of them on my Side. I profeſs, I can't tell what you 
could have ſaid more frankly and generouſly con- 
cerning him. For I can never think you will 
grudge us that Liberty you take. We have 
therefore no other Antiquity left to trouble our 
ſelves with, but only of about 150 Years, in which 
there were not very many Writers. And if your 
Writers will come no lower in ſeeking for Au- 
thorities, it may be an Eaſe to them as well as to 
us. But I cant help hoping, you will next time 
fling up the Authority of even thoſe 150 Years; 
and that ſo we (hall come, according to the ear- 
neſt deſire of our Side, to acquieſce in Scripture 
and Reaſon as our only Rule. I can't perceive 
you will then pay any more than a decent Reſpect 
to Scripture and Reaſon ; or that any one will be 
able to charge you with diſparaging the Authori- 
ty of thole Writers, more lian Cyprian's, 

Co uz now to conſider your Plea from the 
Antiquity of the three firlt Ages of the Church, 


which, 
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which, I ſuppoſe, you uſe ratlier in Complaiſanee 
to the Non- jurors Way of arguing, than becauſe 
of any great Streſs you think ought to be laid up- 
on it. Here then to ſhew there is no Strength in 
the Non-jurors Argument from Antiquity, you ſay, 
+ Tho" "tis very true, that the Primitive Church did 
=_ ſeverely condemn Communion with $chiſmati- 
cal Biſhops ; yet it muſt be obſerv d, that thoſe Paſſa- 
ges of eAntiquity do univerſally relate to ſuch Caſes, 
where either the Flocks were Parties in the Schiſm, (for 
Inflance, where there were oppoſite Biſhops in the ſame 
Dioceſe; ſo that the one Party muſt certainly oppoſe the 
rightful Biſhop) or elſe the Biſhop' of a neighbouring 
Dioceſe made himſelf a Party, and took the wrong Side 
in the Duarrel of two Biſhops contending for the Right 
of the ſame See; and was conſequently guilty of the 
Schiſm of Co-ordination, with reſpect to the injur d 
Biſhop. Theſe, two Caſes are very full to the 
Non-jurors Purpoſe. The firſt Caſe reaches evi- 

dently the Dioceſes of all the deprived Biſho 
For there the Flocks muſt be Parties in the Schiſm, 
and one Party muſt certainly oppoſe the rightful. Bi- 
Nay, it muſt reach the Caſe of the other 
Dioceſes in the Province of Canterbury ; where 
the Flocks were Parties in the Schiſm, and there be- 
ing oppoſite Archbiſhops, the one Party muſt cer- 
tainly oppoſe the rightful Archbiſhop. The ſecond 
Caſe exactly falls in with that of all the Bifhops 
who took the Oaths upon the Revolution: They 
all, according to your Conceſſions, made themſelves 
Parties, and took the wrong Side, and were guilty of 
the Schiſm of Co-ordination. And certainly, this is 
very much to the Nom: jurors Purpoſe, who do 
not artfully ſnift the Scene of this Diſpute from 
what it naturally is: Nor is it wide even from 
your Purpoſe. Bur there is a third Cale, "_— 


ä 


—— 


t Pag. 16. 


| (32 » | 
I think you ought to have mention d, becauſe it 
has ſomewhat peculiar in it; tho otherwile it 
may ſeem comprehended in your latter Cafe. 
Tis this; The Primitive Church did moſt fe. 
verely condemn and depoſe as ſchiſmatical thoſe 
Biſhops, who ordained ſchiſmatical Anti-biſhops, 
and they forbad all Communion with them. Now 
as you allow, thoſe who came in the Room 
of the depriv'd Biſhops were ſchiſmatical Intru- 
ders, you muſt likewiſe grant, that the Pri- 
mitive Church would certainly have depos'd 

and forbid all Communion with their Ordaine 
No One can deny this to have been the Senſe of 
the Primitive Church, who has heard what they 
ſay of the Ordination of Nowetian. Now as the 
Senſe of the Ancients is here very clear, will 
you pleaſe to conſider how this affects the Church 
of England? Beſide thoſe you call the ſchiſma- 
tical Intruders, viz. the Archbiſhop of Canter- 
bury, the Biſhops of Bath and Wells, of Ely, Nor- 
wich, Peterborough and Glouceſter, we muſt add 
thoſe who were concern'd in the Ordination of 
any of them, that is, theſe Six more; the Biſhops 
of Wincheſter, St. eAſaph, Salisbury, Worceſter , 
Briſtol and Oxford. So that here are above half 
the Biſhops of the Province of Canterbury all of 
them, according to the ancient Doctrine, down- 
right Schiſmatics. And Southwark being in the 
Dioceſe of Wincheſter, there will be a Neceſſity of 
your fixing a new Scene of the Diſpute, with re- 
ference to any Non-juring Aſſemblies on that 
Side London-Bridge. | * 
I SHaLrr defer the Conſideration of your 
Challenge, till I examine what you ſay of the 
Schiſm of Marcianus. The Point you undertake 
to prove is, f That Antiquity does teach, that ons 
Biſhop may ſafely communicate with another =__ 
who 
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whn js gui of. the Sebiſin of Co-ordination, and that a 
Flock may. 7 ely continue in Communion with their Bi- 
ſhop, when he becomes guilty of that Crime; provided, to 
le ſute, that they do not refpetively join in the Schiſm 

him whom they, communicate with. Now here you 
alledge. the famous Schiſm in Pope Vidor's Days, 
when. he excommunicated the Eaſtern Churches, 
upon 2.,very "A kein Controverſy concern- 


ing the Time of keeping Ezfter. I agree with 
you, here was a Schiſm, and that Pope Victor, and 

is Party, were the Schiſmatics. And I am 
heartily glad to ſee you produce this Inſtance, 
which muſt indeed, be a 1 Confutation of 
the damning, Sentences which ſome have been ſo 
ready to — upon all Schiſmatics, unleſs Men 
are 10 uncharitable as to think, that every Man 
of one or the other of theſe Parties was in a 
State of Damnation. However, I queſtion, whe- 
ther this will be ſufficient fully to eſtabliſh your 
Opinion about the Judgment of the ancient 
Chriſtians, concerning the Contagion of Schiſm. 
For, 1. Ki&or and his Party muſt be reckon'd 
ſome. of thoſe: Ancient Chriſtians : And for 


ought appears, they might have ſuch a Notion 


of the Contagion of Schiſm, when they excom- 
municated, at once, ſo many Biſhops, together 
with all their Churches. And tho” you ſay, The 
reſpective Flocks of Victor, and bis ſchiſmatical Ad- 
herents, did not think Hs ves obliged to ſeparate 


from their reſpefive Dioceſans, upon the Account of 


their being in 4 State of Schiſm of Co-ardination : Yet I 
think, there is no Evidence, theſe Flocks had any 
Apprehenſion their Biſhops were chargeable wit 


the. Schiſm ; but they ſeem to have taken their 


Biſhop's Part, and ſo heartily to have approv'd of 
what they. did with an implicit Faith. 2. As to 
the Eaſtern. Churches, we know little of their 
Sentiments in the Matter. We have no Account 
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of the Schiſm but in Euſebius, who pee with 
Ireneus, whoſe Fragment he has prelerv'd, was 
of the Pope's Side as to the Time of keeping 
Eaſter, tho they both diſſik d his Proceedings in 
excommunicating the Eaſtern Churches, But as 
to the Eaſtern Churches, we can't tell how they 
reſented Pope Vi#or's Schiſm, and whether they 
thought it lawful, or no, to hold Communion 
with ſuch as held Communion with theſe” Schiſ- 
matics. Euſebius has indeed preſerv'd a Frag- 
ment of a Letter of Polycrates, who was one of 
them: But then that Letter was writ before 
Viftor's excommunicating them, and ſo gives us 
no Light into this Matter. And therefore, 3, If 
we can gain any Light into their Notions up- 
on this Occaſion, it muſt be by confidering the 
Practice of Ireneus, and other Weſtern Biſhops, 
who, as you ſay, in a moſt Chriſtian e Manner oppos'd 
the Pope's Party, without ſo much as pretending to 
break off Communion with his Schiſmatical Holineſs. 
mT hey maintain d Communion with both thoſe op- 
poſite Parties, which refuſed to maintain Communion 
with each other. I doubt, whether it can be prov'd, 
that the Eaſtern Churches refus'd to maintain 
Communion with the other. But however, the 
Strength of your Argument lies upon the Beha- 
viour of Ireneus, who maintain'd Communion 
with both Sides, and therefore could not have 


fuch a Notion of the Contagion of Schiſm. 


There are two Things which may take off much 
of the Force of the Argument. 1. Perha 
Ireneut might think the Matter was not gone fir 
enough for him to break Communion with Po 
Victor, whole: Judgment he approv'd, while he 
condemn'd his raſh Excommunication. © The 


Apoſtle's Rule is: eA Ilan that is an Heretich, 
after the firſt and ſecond Admonition rejefl. + And, 
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tho ſreneus did not think, as I do, that he meant 
a Schiſmatic; yet tis very reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
he apprehended this Rule was to be apply'd in 
the Caſe of YViger, ſince he thought it to be- 
long to thoſe who were Heretics as well as Schiſ- 
matics. Now this Irenews was trying: He and 
the other Weſtern Biſhops were admoniſhing Vickor, 
and remonſtrat ing ſharply againſt his Conduct; by 
which means, as you ſay, Peace was at length reſtor'd 
between the Eaſt and the Weſt. Tis poſhble, had 
Victor perſiſted in ſpite of the Admonitions given 
him, .Irezeus would have thought himſelf bound to 
avoid Communion with him, upon the Account 
of the Contagion of the Schiſm of Co-ordination; 
but the early healing the Schiſm leaves us in the 
dark how far Ireneuss Notion, of the Contagion 
of Schiſm, would have carried him. 2. *Tis not 
eaſy, from ſuch extraordinary Caſes as this, to de- 
termine what their ſettled Notions were, becauſe 
they ſeem not to think themſelves ſtrictly tied up 
to them upon thoſe Occaſions, when a little re- 
ceding from them would do conſiderable Service, 
and heal any great Breach: They uſed, in theſe 
Caſes, to give way to Neceſſity, as, Cyprian ſays, 
Cornelius did in the Caſe of Trophimus, whom Vale- 
ſus conjectures to have been one of the Biſhops 
concern'd in Nvatians Ordination. And hg 
ſpeaks of this as no new Thing among them. 
” J Nam ſicut A nteceſſores noſtri * fecerunt colli- 
« gendis fratribus noſtris, cariſſimus frater noſter Cory 
© nelius neceſſitati ſuccubuit; &c. As twas often 
the Practice of our Predeceſſors in bringing our 
* Brethren together, ſo our dear Brother Corne- 
* lius yielded to Neceſſity; and becauſe the 
F* greateſt: Part of the People had gone off with 
; E 2 * Trophimus, 
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© Trophimus, when he return'd to the QChurth, 
* and made Satisfaction, penitently conſeſſing, 
© and begging pardon for his former Error! and 
brought back the Brethren, whom he, had late- 
* ly carried off, with a thorough Humiliation 
© and Satisfaction, his Prayers were heard, and 
* not ſo much was Trophimus receiv'd into the 
* Lord's Church, as the greateſt part of the Bre- 
© thren which were with Trophimus; who would 
© never have return'd to the Church; unleſs 
© they had brought him in their Company. 
When therefore this was debated by many of 
© our Colleagues, Trophimus was receiv'd ; for 
cc whom the Return ofthe Brethren, and the Re- 
ff covery of many made Satisfaction. Here 
they receded from their ordinary Rules, and re- 
lax'd of their Rigour in receiving Penitents, both 
in the Caſe of Trophimus and his Schiſmatical- Ad- 
herents; for I hardly think Schiſmatics would 
have met with ſuch Favour, or have been allow'd 
to inſiſt upon ſuch high Terms, in other Caſes, 
As therefore we cannot judge of their Notions 
and Rules about Schifm, barely from what they 
did, in ſuch an extraordinary Caſe,' to heal a 
Schiſm ; ſo neither can we judge of them here by 
what they did, in a more extraordinary Caſe, to 
prevent a Schiſm. ON 
I ſhall next conſider your laſt Inſtance, becauſe 
tis ſo like to that I have juſt ſpoke to. + At length 
it came to paſs that Pope Stephen excommu- 
nicated the good Biſhop Cyprian himſelf, and thoſe 
who adher'd to him, for rejecting the Baptiſm of 
Heretics. Now there was manifeſtly 5 Schi of Co- 
ordination, in this Caſe, between the oppoſite Parties; 
and het we don't find, that either Side thoug ht the Hoc ks 
of their Adverſaries cbliged to forſake the Communion 
of their reſpective Dioceſaus upon that Account. 
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"Bb r Sides are commonly thought to have been 
in the Wrong : But Pope Stephen was undoubted- 
ly the Schiſmatic. The Queſtion now is, what 
La they on both Sides think of the Contagion of 
Schiſm? And as to Pope Stephen, I can't ſee but 
he carried his Notion as far as any of our Non 
jurors. For he not only excommunicated Cyprian 
and the Biſhops who adher'd to him, calling C- 
prian à falſe Chriſt, a falſe Apoſtle, and a deceit- 
ful Worker; but he refus'd as well Civil as Re- 
ligious Communion with ſuch as belong'd to him, 
When Meſſengers came from + Cyprian, he would 
not ſo much as ſpeak with them, or receive them 
into his Houſe 5 nay he forbad others to enter- 
tain them. And why did he thus creat them as 
Heathens, and Publicans, but becauſe of their 
Communion with Cyprian, whom he look'd upon 
as cut off from the Church? Muſt he not then 
have thought . Flock oblig'd to forſake his 
Communion? How could he more fully, than he 
did, declare that to be his Mind? I only ask you, 
Whether you don't think he would have cheerful- 
ly receiv'd any that came from Carthage, if they 
had declar'd they renounc'd Communion with - 
prian 2, And if that be true; muſt he not neceſſarily 
have thought it the Duty of Cyprian's Flock to for- 
fake him? And now, if we conſider what Appre- 
henſions the other Side had, tis certain, Firmilianus 
thought, Pope Stephen had cut himſelf off from 
the Communion of the Church, by his Schiſ- 
matical Excommunication. Nothing can be 
plainer than this from what he ſays to him. 
* * Peccatum vero quam magnum tibi exaggeraſti 
* &c. What a great Sin have you brought 
* upon your ſelf, by cutting your ſelf off 
* from fo many Flocks? For you have cut 

| your 
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7 2 off: Don't deceive, yourſelf. For 


e is truly a Schiſmatic, who. makes him-. 
* ſelf an Apoſtate from the Communion. of 


Catholic Unity. While therefore you think 
e all may be | excommunicated by you, you 


* have excommunicated yourſelf only from the 
©* Communion' of all.“ It does not indeed appear, 


that they of Cyprian's Side were for dealing with 
all that belong d to Stephen, as he did by thoſe 
who belong d to Cyprian. Stepben would not 


ſend any Meſſengers to them, to give them an 


Opportunity of refuſing to receive them, 
Cyprian's was indeed the charitable Side, and 


tho' ſtiff enough in their Opinion, were againſt 


excommunicating _ Perſons for differing from 
them, and therefore would probably have been 
willing to receive any of Stephey's Flock to 
Communion, while they were endeavouring, 


by friendly Meſſages, to reclaim Stephen from 


his Schiſmatical Proceedings, and bring him 


back to. Unity and Communion with them. 


But let any one judge from that Paſſage I have 


cited from Firmilian, whether he did not look 


upon Stephen to be worthy to be depos'd ; and 
whether *tis not probable, that had there been 


an internal Schiſm upon that Occaſion ini the 
Church of Rowe, he would have renounc'd 
Communion with Stephen, and taken part with 
the Anti- biſnop. And that Cyprian would have 
done the ſame, is not I think, very unlikely 
from his Way of Writing. 

Tux is one Thing conſiderable in this 
Schiſm of Stephen, as likewiſe in that of Victor, 


which may perhaps be the Reaſon, why we have. 
not ſo full an Account of the Opinion of che 


Ancients about either of them, The Biſhops, 
between whom the Schiſm lay, were very * 
rom 
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ſtom one another, and could do little in each 
others Churches, to get their reſpective Biſhops 
depos d, or other Biſhops ordain'd in Oppoſition 
to them, eſpecially conſidering all the Biſhops, 
and their Flocks, in each Province, were fo 
rfectly agreed about the Points in Debate: 
Now this might be a Reaſon why they did on 
neither Side, ſo earneſtly purſue their own No- 
tions of the Contagion of Schiſm, as they would, 
if they had thought they could have done ir, 
ro any Purpoſe. And by the Way, I think there 
is this Defe& in theſe and all the other Inſtances 
of Schiſm you mention ; that they were between 
Biſhops of different Provinces. 
I ProceeD now to the Schiſm, you mention, 
of Marcianus. The Caſe was thus: Marcianas, 
Biſhop of Arles, own'd Novatian the Anti-Pope 
of Rome and his Hereſy. Hereupon ſome of the 
People ſeparated from him; and Fauſtinus, Biſhop 
of Lyons, ſent to Cyprian and Pope Stephen to get 
him depos'd, and another Biſhop placed in his 
Room. Cyprian having receiv'd this Letter, writes 
to Stephen (I ſuppoſe, as a nearer Biſhop) to de- 
clare, as he did himſelf, againſt him, and to ſend 
Letters to che People at eArles and to the Biſhops 
of Provence, to have another Biſhop choſen and 
ordain'd inſtead of Marcianus. So that here was 
à Separation of ſome of the Flock from Marcia- 
nus, for his being guilty of a Schiſm of Co-ordi- 
mation, and that before he was depriv'd by any 
Synodical Cenſure, or another put in his Room; 
and this approv'd by Cyprian. Nothing can more 
exadly agree with the Caſe of the No jurors, ac- 
cording as you have ſtated it. And now I think 
it proper to look back to your Challenge, where 
you ſay; 1 eAnd 1 fairly Challenge thoſe who 


would 


r 
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would ſcem to pay ſuch 4 Deferenae to Autigquiiy, 
fo, produce ſo, much as one Fact to the contrary. 12 
| ſeech them to ſhew. me, if tbeſ cen, that any one Flack 
was encouraged to forſake the Communion. of their Dyoce- 
ſan, merely for his having communicates. with. a Schiſ 
matical Intruder in a neighbouring See, or for being pon 
any other Account chargeable with the Schiſns of Coo 
dination. I confeſs, if a Biſhop had been depot d for his 
Schiſm. of Co-ordination, the Flocks were obliged to ad- 
bere to the new Biſhop in Oppoſition to their late Schil- 
mat ical One. But I defy any Man to ſhew, that a Flock 
could be juſtified by the Principles of Antiquity, in ſepa- 
rating from their own Biſhops Communion merely for 
bis being guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordination, 75 
he was depoſed, or before any other Biſhop was ordained 
to preſide over them. I dare ſay you will own, I 
have fully anfwer'd this Challenge, if I make good 
what I have aſſerted of the Caſe; of Marcjanus 
And, believe me, Ill do it to a Tittle. 


I. I ſay, Marcianus was guilty. of the Schiſm of 
Co-ordination in holding Communion with Ne 
vatian, the Schiſmatical Biſhop of Rome. You ſay: 
* *Tis certain, that he ſeparated himſelf from the Com- 
munion of his neighbouring Catholic Biſhops ; and con- 
ſequently he was undoubtedly guilty of the Schiſm of Co- 
ordination. But then you queſtion whether he 
communicated with Novatian as Biſhop of Rome. 
Nevertheleſs the thing is certain. For if the Ex- 
preſſion of Nowatiano ſeſe conjunxerit, that he join d 
himſelf to Novatian ſignified no more than his fall 
ing into his Opinion; and ſo left the Matter doubt- 
ful : Yet there is another Paſſage which abſolutely 
determins it. I mean, where Cyprian ſays, Mar- 
cianus has long boaſted, that liking N owatian, 
** and following his Opinion, he has ſeparated 
& himiſelf from our Communion. ” © Fampridem 
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t jadat &. prædicat, qoud Novatiano Studens, G- 
« ejus per vicaciam ſequens, a communione ſe noſtra 
« ſegregaverit. Would he boaſt, do we think thus, 
without holding Communion with Nowatian ? 
Nor can Cyprian's uſing the Word Pervicaciam be 
urged to weaken this Argument. For that, with- 
out doubt, is Cyprian's own invidious Turn given to 
eMarcianuss Words, who had uſed ſententiam, or 
ſome like Word inſtead of it. And indeed it would 
be unaccountable, that e Marcianus ſhould ſeparate 
himſelf from the "Catholics upon the Account of 
that Opinion they held in oppoſition to Novatian, 
and yet not hold Communion with Novatian. 


IT. Wu x Cyprian wrote that Letter to Stephen, 
Marcianus was not depriv'd by any ſynodical Cen- 
ſure, nor was any other Biſhop ordain'd in bis 
Room. Indeed Cyprian's Letter 1s to deſire Stephen 
to ſend to the Biſhops in Gaul, to depoſe him, and 
place another in his Stead. Hear Cyprian: Qua- 
e propter facere te oportet pleniſſimas literas , Ce. 
* Wherefore you ought to write moſt fully to our 
* Fellow-Biſhops in Gaul, that they would not 
* ſuffer the obſtinate and proud Marcianus, the 
« Enemy of Piety towards Gop, and the Salvati- 
* on of the Brethren, any longer to inſult our 
* College [that is of Catholic Biſhops] becauſe 
* he does not yet ſeem excommunicared by us. 
And again afterwards he ſays; © Let Letters 
be directed from you into Provence, and to the 
* People at Arles, that Marcianus being excom- 
* municated, another may be placed in his Room, 
** and the Flock of Chriſt may be gather'd, which 
e hitherto is deſpiſed, being by him ſcatter'd 
and wounded. * The ſame may be confirm'd 
by another Paſſage, if rightly underſtood ; tho' I 
ſuppoſe that led you into the contrary Opinion. 
Let e Marcianus | lays he] not pals Sentence, but 
© receive it; nor let him act as tho he were to 
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* judge College of Prieſts, ſince he is judg d 
by the Prieſts univerſally.” Now in this Paſſage, 
Cyprian does not ſpeak of any Judgment paſs'd up- 
on Marcianus in particular, but only of the Judg- 
ment that had already paſs'd upon Novatian, to 
whom Marcianus had join'd himſelf ; and in whoſe 
Condemnation Marcianus was in effect, con- 
demn'd likewiſe. This Condemnation of Nowatian 
he takes particular Notice of before in the Letter 
and he would without Doubt have mention'd the 

articular Condemnation of Marcianus, had there 
co any ſuch thing : But the contrary is plain by 
other Expreflions of the Epiſtle. Beſides in what 
other Senſe could Cyprian ſay, Marcianus was judg'd 
by all the Prieſts ab uni verſis ſacerdotibus judicatus, 
but only as they had all condemn'd him in con- 
demning Novatian? His Caſe was of a longer 
ſtanding, happening Five Years before, and it had 
made a great Noiſe thro' the World, and had been 
univerſally condemn'd ; but Marcianus's Caſe was 
bur then in Agitation. So that here was a Biſhop 
guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordination without be- 
ing depriv d, or having another placed in his Room, 


III. IAr finu, That ſome of the People at Arles 
were at that Time ſeparated from Marcianus, and 
that Cyprian approv'd of their Practice. And to 
prove this, I ſhall only tranſlate one Paſſage of 
his Letter. Idcirco enim, frater cariſſime, copioſum cor- 
* pus eſt ſacerdotum concordiæ mutuæ glutino atq; uni- 
© tatis vinculo copulatum, c. Therefore is the nu- 
© merous Body of Prieſts join'd together with the 
© Band of mutual Concord and Unity, that if any 
& of our College ſhould attempt to broach a He- 
5e reſy, and to tear or waſte the Flock of Curisr, 
& thereſt may come im to their Help, and as uſeful 
* and merciful Shepherds, may gather the Lord's 
_ © Sheep into his Flock. For what if a Port begins 

© to be dangerous for Ships, its Works being er 
ken; 
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& ken; ſhould not Seamen fail to other Ports, 
« where they have a ſafe Entrance, and a ſecure 
Harbour? Or if an Inn upon the Road comes 
© to be in the Hands of Robbers, ſo that whoever 
ce goes into it, is made a Prey to them, laying wait 
« for him; don't Travellers, when they know it, 
© go to other Inns, where there is more ſafe 
© and hoſpitable Entertainment? In like manner 
ce ſhould it be now with us, Dear Brother, we 
cc ſhould readily and kindly receive our Brethren, 
© who having avoided the Rocks of Marcianus come 
& to the ſafe Ports of the Church, and ſhould accom- 
© modate theſe Travellers with ſuch an Inn as that 
« mention'd in the GospEL, where they being 
ce wounded, by Thieves, may be receiv'd, and 

& cheriſh'd, and kept in Safety by the Hoſt. 
NexrT you mention two other || Schiſms of 
Baſilides and Martialis. Theſe were two Spaniſb 
Biſhops, who had been guilty of Idolatry, upon 
which their Churches forſook them. Baſilides 
profeſs d his Repentance, and was glad to com- 
municate as a Layman; and ſo Sabinus was or- 
dain'd Biſhop in his Stead. Martialis ſeems to 
have neither reſign'd, nor to have been ſynodi- 
cally depoſed: However his Caſe being plain, 
Felix was ordain'd in his Room. Baſilides ſome 
Time after went to Rowe, and there impos'd up- 
on poor Pope Stephen, and got him to own him, 
and then went and ſet up again for Biſhop of 
his old See. Martialis uſed ſome fraudulent 
Dealing alſo; it ſeems not improbable, but is not 
certain, that he went to Rome with Baſilides : 
However, he pretended likewiſe to his old Bi- 
ſhoprick. The People of both Churches adher'd 
to their new Biſhops, and ſent them to Cyprian 
for his Advice. Cyprian hereupon commended 
the People for what they had done, and juſtifies 
1 their 
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their forſaking their old Biſhops- The Caſe of 
Martialis comes cloſe upon you, unleſs you can 
ſhew, he was depos'd by. a Synodical Cenſure, 
which I think you can't do, except you 9 
the Biſhops who ordain'd his Succeſſor muſt be 
underſtood virtually to depoſe him: And if that 
be true, any Three or Four Biſhops may make 
a Synod when they will. "Tis certain Cyprian 
lays no Streſs upon any Thing but his Wicked- 
neſs; and his whole Argument ſhews, he look'd 
upon the People to have had a Right to depoſe 
him. You ſay; St. Cyprian tells us ſome of his 
Collegues did notwithſtanding Communicate with Ba- 
filides and Martialis : And this Phraſe denotes ſuch 
Biſhops as he profeſs d himſelf in Communion with, 
This is plauſible, but not ſatisfactory. It ſhews 
Cyprian thought there might be ſuch a Caſe, 
wherein the Schiſm of Co-ordination might not 
be a [ſufficient Ground of Depoſing a Biſhop; 
But then what was that Caſe? Only when a 
Biſhop held Communion with a Schiſmatical Bi- 
ſhop, being impos'd upon and deceiv'd by a falſe 
R :lation of Matter of Fact, that is, of the State 
of the Schiſm. And really it would have been 
hard, had Cyprian thought Pope Stephen deſerv'd 
to be deposd for a wrong Judgment given upon 
the Caſe of a Biſhop miſrepreſented to him ; 
when Cyprian himſelf was liable to the ſame. For 
Cyprian ſeems to have heard only one Side, as 
Stephen did the other. This Apology Cyprian 
makes for Stephen in the Caſe of Bafilides. ** Ro- 
** mam pergens Stephanum collegam noſtrum longe poſi- 
* tum, geſtæ rei ac tacitæ veritatis ignarum fefellit. 
* He went to Rome, and deceiv'd our Collegue 
Stephen, who liv'd at a great Diſtance, and was 
* ignorant of Matter of Fact, and of the Truth 
F* which was conceal'd from him.” It ſeems rea- 
ſonable to allow, there ſhould be ſomewhat more 
of Wilfulneſs neceſſary ra make a Man a Shiſma- 
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tic, as well as a Heretic, than what was in Ste- 
phen's Caſe ; I mean, he ſhould be guilty of ſome- 
what worſe than a Miſtake in Matter of Fact. 
However, as the Thing had an ill Tendency, G- 
ian paſſes a ſevere Cenſure upon him, though 
e takes off much of the Odium of it by nor 
ſpeaking of him by Name, but ſpeaks in the Plu- 
ral. For by the Collegues he refers to, I under- 
ſtand, Stephen alone to be intended ; which is a 
way of ſpeaking uſual with the Apoſtle Paul, and 
many other Writers. | 
Tux is another Paſſage you mention in 
that Epiſtle, as an Objection againſt your 
Scheme; and *cis indeed an unanſwerable One; 
which I ſhall therefore endeavour to confirm. I 
ſhall ſer down the Place preſently, but would firſt 
take notice of your Remark upon it. Now, ſay 
you, Schiſms is a moſt beinous Sin, and conſequently, 
in St. Cyprian's Judgment, the Flock ought to * 
parate from their Biſhop, if he becomes a Schiſmatic. 
But I would fain ask the Non- jurors, whether they will 
care to own, that this Propoſition of St. Cyprian is 
univerſally true, Viz. That a Flock muſt ſeparate from 
their Biſhop if he becomes a wicked Man; or what 
Reaſon they can give, why a Flack muſt ſeparate from 
their Biſhop, if his Wickedneſs be the Schiſm of Co- 
ordination ; although they need not ſeparate from him, 
if bis Wickedneſs be of another Nature, ſuppoſe Murder 
or Drunkenne/s, I will not pretend to anſwer for 
the Nn. jurors; but I will for Cyprian, That his 
Opinion was, the People were to forſake a Bi- 
ſhop, if he was guilty of ſuch Crimes you men- 
tion, or of Idolatry. And I would only deſire 
any Man that queſtions it, to read that Epiſtle 
for his Conviction. Let me therefore ſhew how 
the Paſſage you cite is brought in. The Letrer 
is writ in the Name of Cyprian and 36 other Bi- 
ſhops 
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ſhops. © When we were met together [fay they} 
« we read the Letters which, according to the 
5e Sincerity of your Faith and your Fear of Go », 
* you ſent us by our Fellow-Biſhops Felix and Sa- 
© binus, wherein you tell us Baſfdlides and Mar. 
& tialit, having accepted Libels to teſtify their 
joining in the Heathen Idolatry, and being 
% guilty of grievous Crimes, ought not to be Bi- 
* ſhops, or miniſter in the Prieſthood : And you 
* have deſir'd an Anſwer from us, that you may 
ce becomforted and aſſiſted by our Judgment in 
ce the juſt and neceſſary Care you have taken, 
© But this, your Deſire, is not ſo much anſwer- 
F* ed by our Advice as by the Divine Precepts, 
te by which it was long ago order'd in the Law 
« of Gov, what kind of Men ſhould ſerve at 
* the Altar, and perform the Sacrifices. Here- 
upon they cite Exod. xix. 22. xxx. 21. Lev. xxi. 17: 
Theſe are the Divine Precepts they talk of, which 
have no particular Regard to Schiſm, but to Im- 
morality in general. Then they go on : © Now 
© ſince theſe Things are made known aforehand, 
ce and are manifeſt, tis neceſſary our Obedience 
© ſhould be paid to the Divine Precepts: Nor 
e can Men authorize the accepting Mens Per- 
ce ſons in ſuch Things, or make Allowance to 
* any one, where a Divine Order comes in the 
“% Way, and has given a Law. Their Meaning 
lainly is: There is no need of the Advice of any 
Biſhop, or the Order of any Synod, when Goo 
has already given ſuch an expreſs and clear Order 
in the Caſe. They then cite Iſai. xxix. 13. 
taking Notice of CR IS T's repeating it, Mark. 
vii. 13. and add: © Having theſe Things be- 
* fore our Eyes, and religiouſly conſidering 
* them in the Ordinations of Prieſts, we ought 
* to chuſe none but ſpotleſs and upright Biſhops, 
* who may holily and worthiiy offer Sacrifices 
i to God, and be heard in thoſe Prayers they _ 
| tor 
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& for the Safety of the Lord's People: Since tig 
cc written, God bears not @ Sinner; but if any Man 
& worſhip bim, and do bis Will, bim be beareth. Up- 
& On which Account ſuch are, upona diligent and 
« thorough Inquiry, to be choſen into the Prieft- 
cc hood, as, tis certain, are heard by Gop. Nor 
« et the People flatter themſelves, as tho' they 
could be unhurt by che Contagion of the Sin of 
« 4 wicked Prieſt, when they communicate with 
c him, and give their Conſent to the unjuſt and 
& unlawful Epiſcopacy of him that is ſec over 
ci them ; ſince the Divine Cenſure threatens them 
« by the Prophet * Hoſea, and lays, Their Sa- 
ec crifices are as the Bread of Mourning, all that 
« eat of them ſhall be polluted. Whereby he 
« plainly teaches us, that all are certainly involy'd 
ce in his Sin, who are polluted with the Sacri- 
© fice of a prophane and unrighceous Prieft. 
© Which we likewiſe find plainly declard in 
cc Numbers, when Kora, Dathan and Abirem al- 
« ſum'd to themſelves, in Oppoſition to Aaron, 
© the Liberty of ſacrificing. There the Lon v 
& commanded, by «Hoſes, that the People ſhould 
© be ſeparate from them, leſt, being join d with 
« wicked Men, they alſo in the ſame Wickedneſs 
te ſhould be puniſh'd- Be ye ſeparated ¶ ſays he] 
from the Tents of thoſe wicked Men, and crouch 
© nothing that belongs to them, leſt you periſh with 
© them in their Sin.” Now follows the Paſſage you 
cite.“ For which Reaſon the People obeying the 
* Divine Precepts, and fearing God,ought to ſepa- 
6 rate themſelves from a wicked Ruler, and not to 
cc have to do with the Sacrifices of a villanous 
* Prieſt ; ſince they, eſpecially, have the Power 
* of chuſing worthy Prieſts, and of rejecting thoſe 
that are unworthy.” Now if Cyprian and theſe 
Biſhops do not here declare their Opinion, * 
the 
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the People have a Right to leave a wicked Biſhop; 
they can have no Meaning at all, and their Epiſtle 


muſt be the moſt impertinent 'Thing in the World. 
What are theſe Divine Precepts they talk of but 
Scripture Rules 2 What a ſhameful Remark then 
is that of Rigaltius, which the Biſhop of Oxford has 
ſer down from him upon this Place. © Not, ſays 
© he, that the People were to do this of themſelves, 
© but being admoniſh'd by the juſt and neceſſary 
« Care of other Rulers, the Biſhops of other 
© Churches, whoſe Advices anſwer to Divine Pre- 
ce cepts. How directly contrary is this to the 
manifeſt Senſe of thoſe Biſhops,and how unworthy 
of ſo juſt a Critic as f Rygalitus ordinarily is? 
The People were, according to the Judgment of 
this Synod, to forſake ſuch wicked Biſhops and 
Prieſts by Virtue of a Divine Precept, whether a 
Synod did or did not cenſure or depoſe them. And 
indeed there is no mention in the Epiltle of any 
depoſing or depriving of Martialis, belide the Peo- 
ples forſaking him and chuſing another. Of Ba- 
filides they ſay, he was juſtly depos'd | juſte depoſitus} 
but they preſently after ſhew by whom he was de- 
pos'd ; that it was Baſilidess own Act; that being 
wounded in his own Conſcience, of his own Ac- 
cord he laid down his Office: Epiſccpatum pro con- 
ſcientie ſue vulnere ſponte deponens. I have the rather 
taken ſo much Notice of this, that you may ſee 
what Reaſon a great Part of the Diſſenters have, 
according to the Judgment of this Sy nod, to ſepa- 
rate as they do, upon the Account of the ſcanda- 
lous Lives of the Prieſts; tho' we don't herein 
ſo much regard their Judgment, as we do the Di- 
vine Precepts ; Matth. vii. 15. 

I SHALL be brief upon the reſt of your Chapters. 
In your Fifth, you anſwer an Argument of the 
Non: jurors, that Dr. Compton was * 
ipſo 
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5e fatto by the fecond Conn, beditiſe he thereby 
deny d er im pο,ud the Eecleſtaſtical Authority 
or Supramacy of King Famer II. or of the prẽ- 
ſant- Pretender; whom they call King Fore: III. 
and therefore alb in his Dioceſe were bdun to 
ſeparate from him and diſown his Authority. No.] 
here you inſiſt upon it, that the Canon does not 
mean, a Perfon is actually excommunicated be- 
fore any formal Sentence. And 1 confeſs, I 

bare had the ſame Notion yen Habe of thoſe 
Excommunications: iſo fate; But however I 
think One may move theſe Three Queries upon 
the Canon. 7 1 0 | 159700 771 ' 


tag Dr. — JN 1 _ 
cording, to che Non. juror: Principles upon the 
Suppoſition of the Trauth of which you argue? 


II. Do you not believe, that Dr. Compton 
would have been actually depoſed and excom- 
municated, if a free Sy nod had e amin d his Con- 
duct, according to the Old Principles of the 
Church of Eagland, which che Nom jurvrs adhere? 
to, and you allow them? 


III. Can ſuch a Perſon: be look d upon fit to 
be communicated with, and obey'd as a Biſhop, 
who has notoriouſly done what the Canons de- 
clare deſerves Excommumication, and who had 
been certainly; excommunicated, had there been 
a free Synod to proceed againſt him ? | 
I S#aLr only add; tho' the Nowjurors' miſ- 
take the Meaning of ſuch Excommiunicttions, 
yet they are not the only Perſons who do ſo; 
There are many of the other Clergy of their 
Mind; who therefore can't ſatisfy: chemfelvey 
with your Anſwer, 8 all they who think, 


that barely by Virtue of ſuch * Exeommnunica2 
tions the Clergy are warranted to refuſe to read 
Prayers at the Burial of any Diſſenters; which I 
would not be underſtood to ſpeak of in a Way of 
Complaint upon our own Account, Who can be 
very eaſy without their Favour; and pity their 

Uncharitablen es. % 0 
Vo ux Sixth Chapter is only a Samming up 
your Argument. Lour Seventh is concerning 
The pretended Immorality of your Prayers. And, 
no doubt, this Immorality is only pretended, 
and not real; ſince it only lies in Praying for the 
preſent Government. Now all that you attempt 
here, is, to ſhew, how Perſons may, as Laymen, 
be innocently preſent at ſuch Prayets. Youton't 
endeavour to vindicate Clergymens reading thoſe 
Prayers, or — — joining with them, but only 
their being preſent without faying Amen to the 
Prayers for the Government. Now I think your 
courſe is here very defective. The J /o. juror. 
may be ſuppos d not only to think the Prayers to 
be contrary to the Doctrine of the Church of Zug- 
land, to the ſecond Canon, and to the Declara- 
tion ſhe requir'd Her Clergy to ſubſcribe by the 
Ad of Uniformity; but may carry their [Notion 
much farther according to the firſt of the Canons 
of 1640, and look upon theſe very Prayers as 
treaſonable againſt God as well as againſ the King. 
And certainly you have not then ſaid enough to 
juſtify their being preſent, where they knew ſuch 
Prayers would be uſed. Beſides, as they think the 
Prayers unlawful to be read by a Clergyman, 
they may well think they have moſt Reafon to 
join with ſuch Clergymen as leave them out, 
and whom they look upon as unjuſtly depriv'd 
for refuſing to ſwear agreeably to them. And 
doubtleſs you will do much' better Service to your 
Church, 


—__ 
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Church, by confuting this pretended Immorality 
of your Prayers, and by vindicating the Right of 
King GEORGE, than by contriving Shifts and 
Artifices, by the Help of which, Men may ſalve 
their Conſciences, in being preſent at them, upon 
the Suppoſition of their Immorali tx. 
Your Eighth Chapter is to few, That t 
Non-jurors Separation from the Communion of Biſhop 
Robinſon, 5s Schiſmatical. This Chapter goes 
upon what you preſume has been done by the 
Non: jurors. And as I think many of the Things 
you preſume, are reaſonable enough; ſo I think 
the Conduct of that Party might have led you to 
have preſum'd many more. However, an Argu- 
ment built upon ſuch doubtful Gueſſes can't be 
very certain, You ſuppoſe the depriv'd Biſhops 
conſecrated Suffragans for their other Dioceſes, 
as well as they did Dr. Hjckes for that of Norwich, 
and that a Succeſſion of Non-juring Biſhops has 
been continu'd among us. And you ſay, Becauſe 
you are arguing upon the Principles of the Non-jurors, 
therefore you will grant, that the Depriv'd Biſhops bad 
even after Deprivation, a Right to conſecrate Suffra- 
gans for their own Dioceſes. The Non-jurors are not 
much oblig'd to you for granting them this,which 
your own Principles neceſſitate you to hold; name- 
ly, becauſe hole Biſhops were never depriv'd by 
dy nodical Cenſure. And the Spiritual Action of 2 
Conſecration can be no more null'd by an Act of 
Parliament, than by ſuppord Want of à Rigbtful 
Prince's Nomination. But why might you not ſup- 
poſe, that thoſe depriv d Biſhops, by Vircue of 
ſome ſ:cret Commiſſion from King Fames, de- 
priv'd the Biſhops chat rook the Oaths, and con- 
ſecrated others in their Stead. If Dr. Hickes 
Conſecration could be kept ſo ſecret for above 
ſeventeen Years, who knows what may yet come 
to Light hereafter? And why may it not be 
preſum'd that Dr. Hickes, and the other Suffras . 


03,6 51. Banz, 


—ͤ—ͤ— —— mn OO mom _— —_—,_ — ä —— 


(52) 
ans, if they were ordain'd during the Lives of 
— reſpective Dioceſans, had it expreſsd both 
in King Fawes's Order, and at their Conſecration 
that they were appoinced Suffragans and Succef. 


ſors to their Dioceſans? Or, if they were conſe- 
crated upon the Demiſe of their Dioceſans, why 


may they not be underſtood to take the Title of 
— — only upon a Prudential Conſidera- 
tion, to avoid the Danger of a Premunire ? Or, 
why might not King James, in Complaiſance to 
the Non-jurors, and the more to encourage them, 
change the Sees of the ſeveral Dioceſes, as from 
Norwich to Thetford, and the like? In this Caſe, 
the Suffragan of Therford muſt be look'd upon, 
according to the Principles upon which you ar- 
gue, as the Biſhop of the Dioceſe of Norwich, 
and the Suffragan of Dover, as the — of 
Canterbury. And now ſuppoſe there was a Suffra- 
gan of Colcheſter too, that is, another beſide Dr. 
Robinſon pretending to the Biſhoprick of London, 
how will you maintain the Title of the latter ac- 
. to your own Conceſſions? Beſides, I 
would fain know, how you are ſure, they under- 
ſtand Sufragans in the ſame Senſe you do. You ſup- 
poſe Dr. Hicke; ſtyl'd himſelf Suffragan of Tbetford, 
meaning he was Suffragan to the Biſhop of Nor- 
wich; but why may he not as well be underſtood 
to intend that he was Suffragan of the Archbiſhop 
of Canterbury. For you are ſenſible all the Biſhops 
of a Province are reckon'd the Archbifhop's Suf- 
fragans [I will not enlarge upon the Conſequen- 
ces of theſes Things, becauſe I own they are but 
Speculations. 

SEVERAL Things in your laſt Chapter have 
fallen in my Way already. I ſhall therefore be brief 
here likewiſe. You ſay; + A,. for thoſe Dioceſes 
whoſe Biſhops were depriv d, whatever might my 

wen 
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been pleaded whilf the deprivd Biſhops themſeloez 
were alive ; jet ſince that Perſonal Conteſt is at an End, 
and the Schiſm of Co-ordination is perfectly teaſed” (be- 
cauſe the depri ved Biſhops are dead; and thoſe wha 
were conſecrated by th depriv d ones, or derive their 
Succeſſion from them, do not pretend to be other than 
Suffragans) therefore thoſe Biſhops that have been ele- 
fed, and conſecrated, and publickly and unanimouſly 
own d by their Comprovincials, as Biſhops of thoſe once 
cintroverted Sees, are now, by all the Rules of Ecele- 
ſaſtical Diſcipline, (and particularly St. Cyprian 
whom the Non-jurors love to ma ih) the only lawful 
Biſhops of them. I have already hinted a Reaſon, 
why I think you 7 not to argue from the Non 
jarors uſing the Title of Suffragans. To which I 
might add, that the Suffragans may poſſibly have 
Dioceſans of their own Kidney, whole Suffragans 
they are; But I Query, Whether the Schiſmatical 
Ordination of an Anti-biſhop is not null? Andin 
my Mind this is not a Perſonal Conteſt that ceaſes 
upon the Death of either Party. Give me leave, 
Sir, to uſe an Argument here, which you may 
poſſibly like the better for its being fo like 
one of your own. I fay then, you cannot allo 
thoſe, the Non- jurors and yourſelf take to be Schif.. 
matical Intruders into the Dioceſes of the deprivd 
Biſhops, to be at any time the Rightful Biſhops of 
thoſe Diocefes. For if they are, it muſt be by 
Virtue of ſomewhat before or after the Death of 
the depriv d Biſhops: Not any thing before, becauſe 
then there muſt have been two Bifhops of the ſame 
Dioceſe at the fame time, which is contrary to a 
fundamental Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme: Not 
after their Death ; for what had they after which 
they had not before? If their Election, Confecra- 
tion, ec. made them Biſhops of thoſe Dioceſes, 


they muſt have been ſo before the Death of the 
Depriv d ones. And ſince you grant they were not 
before the Death of the Depri d, and nothing new 
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happen'd to 'em at their Death, they cannot there- 
upon become the Rightful Biſhops. And Cyprian 

aks of no ſuch Caſe as this. Nor can you, I 
believe, produce any one Inſtance in the ancient 
Times of a Schiſmatical Anti-biſhop's being rec- - 
kon'd a rightful one, upon the Death of him who 
was ſo in his Life, time. 1 ſpeak of the three firſt 
Centuries, For I grant ſomewhat of this Nature 
may be met with afterwards : But then it was upon 
a preceding Compad for the healing of a Schiſm, 
And in that Caſe the Schiſmatical Perſon became 
reconcil'd to the Church, and was no Schiſmatic, 
when he whom he ſucceeded, died. Now nothing 
of this Nature can be pretended in the preſent Caſe. 

Uyo x the whole, Sir, I think I have ſhewn, 
you cannot defend the preſent Publick Aſſemblies 
of the Church of England upon your Principles; 
and that here is a Neceflity of your revoking the 
Conceſſions you have made the Nox-jurors, if you 
would do any Service to.the Church ; for as for 
the Government, I can't perceive you deſign'd it 
any. And after all the Noiſe of your Fus Divinum, 
it ſeems impoſſible to defend the Church, without 
ſuppoſing it to be a Parliamentary Church, and 
that, the ſame Power that makes Biſhops can un- 
make them alſo. 

Yo v will bear with melikewiſe, if I tell you, I 
apprehend the Truth muſt lie on our Side, or the 
Non-jurors. If the Doctrines of Paſſive Obedience 
and Non-Reſiſtance are true; the Nom jurors are Cer» 
tainly in the Right, and the Clergy are Schiſma- 
tical in renouncing them, and forſaking their Bre- 
thren who ſtick by them: If theſe Doctrines are 
(as they doubtleſs are) notoriouſly falſe, the 
Church of England was Schiſmatical in eſpouſing 
them, and in rejecting us in 1662, becauſe we 
would not declare our Aſſent to them. You may 
chuſe which you pleaſe. Þ 

Exc vsE my if I beſcech you, Sir, not to be in 
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ſelves diſpleas d, when we ſee this ' Controverſy 
about Schiſm 45 to ſuch an Iſſue. For tis to 
be — — the preſent Government, which cannot 
conſiſtencly with their own Safety intourage the 
Non: jurors, will now: ſee the preſent eſtabliſſid 
Clergy cannot poſſibly defend themſelves without 
owning we were in the Right in 1662, in oppo- 
ſing ſuch pernicious Doctrines, as were then made 
Terms of our keeping in ; and conſequently the 
Schiſm did not lie on our Side then, and we have 
bad very hard Uſage ſince. And 1 heartily pray 
God, the pre ſent rovidence may have this good 
Effect, to open the Eyes of the Nation, and let all 
Men into a right Underſtanding of the true State 
6: our Cale, © ; 

Vo v may perhaps expect, as I have ſhewn the 
Weakneſs of your Arguments, I ſhould now my 
ſelf deal with the Non. jurors, and lay before them 
proper Arguments to convince them of the Unrea- 
ſonableneſs of their making any Difficulty in fal- 
ling in with the preſent Government. But in 
this I think I am happily prevented by a Clergy- 
Man of the Church of England, who has, in my 
Apprehenſion, unanſwerably confuted the Princi- 
ples of the Non. jurors. I mean the very ingenious 
Author of the Anſwer to the Non, jurors Charge of 
Schiſm upon the Church of England; from whom 
they will be more likely. to receive Conviction 
than from a Diſſenter ; tho' I cant ſee his Princi- 
ples are much different from mine. I. confeſs, I 
could not read your Treatiſe, without ſome Indig- 
nation, when I ſaw how you gave up the Revo- 
lution, and the preſent Government ; and I was 
willing to convince thoſe who are diſpos'd fairly 
and impartially to conſider Things, that there is no 
poſſibility of vindicating the Church of England in 


its preſent Conſtitution, upon ſuch ſhuffling Prin- 


ciples, If, upon my laying theſe open, I W 
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VINDICATTON of the DISSENTERS ; 
ln Anſwer to Dr.Wiliar Nichdls's Defence of the Doc- 
5 N * and Diſcipline of the Church of EAgla: In 
! Parts. The I. containing, an Hiſtorical; Account 
of 8 Controverſy, and the Perſecutions which the Diſſen⸗ 
ters have ſuffer d, from the Beginning of the R 1 8 
The II. relating to Matters of Doctrine; as Popiftr Errors, 
and the Doctrine of Paſſive Obedience, and Nonsrefiſtatice; 
Cc. The III. being a yr of the whole Controverſy; 
upen the following Heads : 1. Biſhops; 2. Deans and . 
ters; 3. Cathedral Worſhip ; 4. Forms of Prayer; 
Croſs in Baptiſm ; 6. Godfathers, and Ces Er 7 Cone 
firmation ; 8 The Surplice ;. 9. The Ring in Marriage; 104 
Kneeling at the Sacrament; 11. Holy Days; 12, Bowing at 
the Name of Jeſus, and toward the Altar; 13; Reading the 
Apocrypha; 14. Homilies; 15. The Faults in the Litur- 
gy ; 16. The Diſcipline of the Church of Exglaad. Writs 
ren firſt in Latin, and now tranſlated. into Engliſh, with 
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